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Convent ional  R e t a l i a t o r y  O f f e n s i v e  in  Europe 

An A n a i y s i s  

I n t r o d u c t i o n :  

The c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  our c u r r e n t  m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y ,  f l e x i b l e  

response, i s  i n c r e a s i n g l y  quest ioned by a wide range o f  
6 

s t r a t e g i s t s  who propose a v a r i e t y  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  Samuel P. 

H u n t i n g t o n ' s  proposal f o r  a conven t i ona l  r e t a l i a t o r y  o f f e n s i v e  

" s t r a t e g y "  f o r  Europe i s  but one o f  these a l t e r n a t i v e s .  1 The 

task  i n  t h i s  paper i s  t o  analyze Hr. H u n t i n g t o n ' s  " s t r a t e g y "  

us ing an e s t a b l i s h e d  framework c o n s i s t i n g  o f  seven a n a l y t i c a l  

e lements:  context~ t h r e a t ,  o b j e c t i v e s ,  assumptions, o p e r a t i o n a l  

? ~concepts ,  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  and c o s t s / r i s k s .  The reader  o f  t h i s  

a n a l y s i s  i s  presumed to  have f u l l  knowledge o f  the d e t a i l s  o f  

H u n t i n g t o n ' s  proposal and i t s  content  w i l l  not be r e i t e r a t e d .  

To begin, I w i l l  agree w i t h  John F. Meehan I I I  t h a t  

H u n t i n g t o n ' s  proposal i s  not a new s t r a t e g y ,  but merely a new 

o p e r a t i o n a l  concept fop implementing the e x i s t i n g  m i l i t a P y  

s t r a t e g y  o f  f l e x i b l e  response. 2 For purposes o f  c l a r i t y ,  i t  

should be understood t h a t  f l e x i b l e  response has de te r rence  as i t s  

p r imary  o b j e c t i v e !  has both den ia l  and punishment approaches to  

i t s  implementat ion!  and, has both conven t i ona l  and nuc lear  means 

a v a i l a b l e  fop each approach. W i t h i n  t h i s  four  pa r t  rna t r i x  of  t h e  ~ 

f l e x i b l e  resDonse s tPategy - deny /pun ish  and c o n v e n t i o n a l / n u c l e a r  

- a v a r i e t y  o f  p o t e n t i a l  o p e r a t i o n a l  concepts can e x i s t ,  a l l  o f  

which can be rungs on the e s c a l a t i o n  laddeP which i s  c e n t r a l  t o  

f l e x i b l e  response. H u n t i n g t o n ' s  proposal i s  rnePely a new 
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o p e r a t i o n a l  concept f o r  imple:n~ntir .g f l e x i b l e  response, ano ther  

rung, i f  you w i l l .  He proposes a pur, ishmer, t approach t o  

de te r rence  us ing convent i or, a l  f o r c e s  as h i s  rnear.s. I t  i s  a new 

cor.cept in  t h a t  NATO has not p r e v i o u s l y  i n c o r p o r a t e d  a 

c o n v e n t i o n a l  o f f e r ' s i v e  as pa r t  o f  i t s  p lann i r .g .  

Using the  framework, t h i s  a n a l y s i s  w i l l  e v a l u a t e  whether  

the conver, t i o r , a l  r e t a l i a t o r y  o f f e n s i v e  concept meets a r e a l  

t h r e a t ,  i s  p o l i t i c a l l y  ar.d m i l i t a r i l y  f e a s i b l e  ar.d i s  c r e d i b l e  as 

a cor .ver . t iona l  d e t e r r e n t ;  and, whether  t h i s  concept should he 

added ~o the f l e x i b l e  response s t r a t e g y  o r  r e j e c t e d .  The 

f o l l o w i n g  paragraphs w i l l  be c ~ i t i c a l  c,f H u n t i n g t o n ' s  t r ea tmen t  

.-,f the t h r e a t ,  w i l l  q u e s t i o n  the  c l a r i t y  o f  h i s  m i l i t a r y  

~ o b j e c t i v e s ,  w i l l  p resen t  an a l t e r n a t i v e  v iew o f  the  c a p a b i l i t i e s  

r e q u i r e ~  ar.d w i l l  p r o v i d e  a net assessment address ing  the c o s t s  

and r i s k s  o f  the  proposa l  and the  p r o b a b l e  Sov ie t  response t o  i t .  

The Problem: 

Giver" t h a t  the S o v i e t s  have ach ieved at  l e a s t  p a r i t y  in  

nuc lea r  c a p a b i l i t y  and are s u p e r i o r  c o n v e n t i o n a l l y ,  s t r a t e g i s t s ,  

i nc l ud i r . g  Hun t i ng ton ,  b e l i e v e  t h a t  f l e x i b l e  response (w i th  i t s  

c u r r e n t  o p t i o n s  o f  c o n v e n t i o n a l  defense,  t a c t i c a l / t h e a t e r  nuc l ea r  

defense and t h e a t e r / s t r a t e g i c  n u c l e a r  pt~nishrnent) p r o v i d e s  

n e i t h e r  s u f f i c i e n t  f l e x i b i l i t y  nor adequate respor.se t o  a 

p o s t u l a t e d  Sov ie t  a t t a c k  in  Europe. To many, the idea t h a t  the 

Un i ted  S t a t e s  would s u b j e c t  i t s e l f  and the  World t o  t~e r i s k  o f  

g loba l  n u c l e a r  war in  an e f f o r t  t o  s t o p  a Sov ie t  c o n v e n t i o n a l  

a t t a c k  in Eu~-ope i s  no longer  c r e d i b l e .  I agree. 
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We face a s i t u a t i o n  in  Europe whe~ the nuclear" t h resho ld  

i s  r ~ i l i t a r i l y  low and p o l i t i c a l l y  high. The p o t e n t i a l  cost o f  

usinq nuc lea r  weapons to  defend Europe i s  too high to  be a v i a b l e  

o p t i o n  i f  de te r rence  f a i l s .  H u n t i n g t o n ' s  proposal  i s  one of  many 

tha t  have been rslade to  r e s t o r e  c r e d i b i l i t y  to  the deter rence ,~f 

conven t iona l  war in  Europe. 

The NATO Contex t -The P o l i t i c a l  O b j e c t i v e  i s  Deter rence:  

War f i g h t i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  are unacceptable to  Europeans; 

de ter rence o f  war i s  the NATO p o l i t i c a l  o b j e c t i v e ;  arid 

punishrilent, not d e n i a l ,  i s  the acceptable r~lethod. Wi th in  Europe 

the re  i s  general  ur lderstanding tha t  the s t r a t e g i c  envirc, nrnent has 

changed, t h a t  nuc lea r  de ter rence i s  less  c r e d i b l e  and tha t  t he re  

. i s  a need t o  improve NATO's convent iona l  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  Yet, 

~there i s  a p e r s i s t e n t  b e l i e f  t ha t  a s t rong conven t iona l  

c a p a b i l i t y  i s  unacceptable because i t  may lead to  the conc lus ion  

tha t  conven t i ona l  war i s  poss ib le  and t ha t  i t  can remain 

conven t i ona l .  Too much convent iona l  s t r e n g t h  can be a t h rea t  to  

deter rence.  As Meehan po in t s  out,  t h i s  leads to  the pPopos i t ion  

t h a t  even i f  the  Europeans could b u i l d  a p r e c i s e l y  adequate 

convent iona l  f o r c e  f o r  de ter rence by den ia l  they l i k e l y  wou ldn ' t  

b u i l d  i t .  The NATO problem i s  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  not r n i l i t a r y .  3 

H u n t i n g t o n ' s  proposa l ,  then, nleets one European t e s t  because 

i t  i s  a d e t e r r e n t  by punishment not den ia l .  But, i t  f a i l s  the 

second t e s t  because i t  assumes tha t  the re  i s  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of  

f i g h t i n g  a conven t iona l  war in  Europe w i thou t  resc, r t  to  nuc lear  

forces.  The European na t ions ,  i t  seems, have agreed to  a r,linir~lal 

3 
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l e ve l  .of conven t iona l  c a p a b i l i t y  in o rder  to  p a c i f y  c r i t i c s  in  

the United S ta tes  and t o  secure the l i nkage  o f  Uni ted S ta tes '  

nuc lea r  fo rces  to  Europe 's  defense. But, they are u n w i l l i n g  to  

s e r i o u s l y  contemplate e i t h e r  the use o f  nuc lea r  weapons in or a 

non-nuc lear  conven t iona l  defense of  Europe. For t h i s  reason 

alone, H u n t i n g t o n ' s  conven t i ona l  r e t a l i a t o r y  o f f e n s i v e  concept 

would be p o l i t i c a l l y  unacceptable to  Europeans even more than the 

a l ready  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  American concepts o f  AirLand B a t t l e  and 

Follow-On Force A t tack .  

His attempt to  e s t a b l i s h  the p o l i t i c a l  f e a s i b i l i t y  of h i s  

proposal  i s  f u r t h e r  weakened by h i s  bald assumption t ha t  

s i g n i f i c a n t  a d d i t i o n a l  f o r ces  would not be r e q u i r e d  f o r  i t s  

~ ~ implementat ion.  Thus, he t r i e s  to  avoid the p o l i t i c a l ,  economic 

and demographic problems h i s  proposal would encounter  i f  new 

fo rces  are requ i red .  He o f f e r s  no fo rce  a n a l y s i s  f o r  h i s  

assumption and, as w i l l  be discussed l a t e r  when I analyze 

c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  the re  i s  every reason to  be l i eve  h i s  assumption i s  

wrong. For these reasons, the proposal i s  p o l i t i c a l l y  

unacceptable at present .  Yet, as Hunt ington p o i n t s  out ,  the 

n o t i o n  of  what i s  p o l i t i c a l l y  acceptable changes w i th  t ime. 

Therefore,  we should look beyond cor~text to  the o t h e r  elements of  

our framework to  judge H u n t i n g t o n ' s  proposal rnore f u l l y .  

The Threat - Is  An O f fens i ve  J u s t i f i e d ? :  

H u n t i n g t o n ' s  assumption of  US-USSR s t r a t e g i c  nuc lea r  p a r i t y ,  

Sov ie t  predominance in  t h e a t e r  nuc lear  weapons and Sov ie t  

convent iona l  s u p e r i o r i t y  are acceptable as f ac t .  While he 
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p r o v i d e s  no s p e c i f i c  f o r ce  compar ison d e t a i l ,  h i s  a n a l y s i s  o f  the  

t h r e a t  does address,  at l e a s t  g e n e r a l l y ,  Sov ie t  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  He 

a l so  p rov i des  some a n a l y s i s  o f  a l l i e d  v u l n e r a b i l i t i e s  thc°ugh he 

focuses  r~ore o r ,  the i ssue  o f  d e f e n s i v e  v i s  o f f e n s i v e  s t r a t e g y  

than ,:,n s p e c i f i c  f o r ce  rnisr~atches o r  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  His b e l i e f  

t h a t  the  Sov ie t  t h r e a t  l i e s  rnc, re  in  s u p e r i o r  Sov ie t  s t r a t e g y  than 

in  s u p e r i o r  manpower .:,r arr,ls i s  ca tchy  and appea l ing .  However, 

h i s  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  Sov ie t  r, urner ical  supe~-ic°ri ty does not p rov ide  

enough advantage to  guarantee v i c t o r y  in  war i s  not suppor ted 

w i t h  f a c t s ,  even though he does r e f e r  t o  two ana lyses  which 

emphasize the u n c e r t a i n t i e s  t h a t  wc°uld e x i s t  w i t h  regard  to  the  

~ . ~ ~  outcome o f  such a war. F u r t h e r ,  he i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  in a rgu ing  

t h a t  the  a l l i e s  can s u c c e s s f u l l y  go on the o f f e n s i v e  w i t h  l ess  

than a t h r e e  t o  one f o r c e  r a t i o  o v e r a l l  wh i l e  c l a i m i n g  t ha t  a 

Sov ie t  o f f e n s i v e  (w i th  both an o v e r a l l  numer ica l  s u p e r i o r i t y  and 

the  a b i l i t y  t o  mass f o r c e s  at the  po in t  of  a t t a c k )  faces an 

u n c e r t a i n  f a t e ,  S i m i l a r l y ,  H u n t i n g t o n  makes fnuch o f  the 

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  weakening the  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  the  non-Sov ie t  Warsaw 

Pact c o u n t r i e s  by t h r e a t  o f  a NATO o f f e n s i v e  but does not address 

~<~ the  i ssue  under pu re l y  de fens i ve  s t r a t e g i e s .  He does not ,  f o r  

example, t r e a t  the r e l i a b i l i t y  i ssue ir~ the event o f  e a r l y  a l l i e d  

~ ~ ' d  de fens i ve  use of  e i t h e r  c o n v e n t i o n a l  or  t h e a t e r  n u c l e a r  weapons 

on Warsaw Pact t e r r i t o r y .  In sum, i t  appears t h a t  Hunt ing ton  

~ o v e r s t a t e s  Sov ie t  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and a l l i e d  v u l n e r a b i l i t i e s  when 

~ " app l i ed  to  a pu re l y  de fens i ve  concept and unde rs ta tes  them when 

a p p l i e d  to  h i s  o f f e n s i v e  concept .  

5 f, 



This said, I do f ind Huntingtor: 's analysis ,:,f possible 

Soviet i n ten t ions  in i n i t i a t i n g  a war in Europe very i n te res t i ng .  

His theory that  the Soviets r,lay have l im i ted  goals, that they may 

just  grab some West German t e r r i t o r y  and then t r y  to es tab l ish  

the d e m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  or n e u t r a l i z a t i o n  of West Germany is  

c red ib le  because i t  is probably achievable at costs acceptable to 

the Soviets. This is espec ia l ly  t rue i f  the a l l i e s  do not use 

nuclear weapons ear ly  and the Soviets are able to achieve t h e i r  

l ir,~ited goals before sustaining rslajor darilage it, Easterr, Europe ,:,r 

the Soviet Union. This scena~-io makes Huntington's of fens ive 

concept p o t e n t i a l l y  useful and p laus ib le  since a counter grab of 

Warsaw Pact t e r r i t o r y  by the a l l i e s  in response to a l im i ted  

~ " Soviet o f fens ive could ra ise the Soviet costs and provide the 
r 

a l l i e s  a negot ia t ing pos i t ion lacking in a purely defensive 

posture. Alas~ Huntington again f a i l s  us by not providing 

adequate analysis of the pr ice the Soviets would be w i l l i n g  to 

pay for  such l imi ted ends and by not analyzing whether NATO could 

exact more than that pr ice by purely defensive operations. While 

h is  inqu i ry  in to  Soviet in ten t ions  shows promise, the prornise 

remains u n f u l f i l l e d .  

_ ~  In the f i n a l  analysis, then, Huntington's treatment of the 

~ . ~ j  threat  does not c a r e f u l l y  and thoroughly  deal with Soviet 

~J~Acapabi l i t ies  and in tent ions nor does i t  f u l l y  develop a l l i e d  

' ~ v u l n e r a b i l i t i e s  in l i gh t  ,of Soviet c a p a b i l i t i e s  and in tent ic~s.  

~h~al ~ H i s  treatrnent of the threat is  focused more on j u s t i f y i n g  h is  

~ . ~ ~ c : n c e D t  than on f u l l y  elaborating6 the threat .  ~ " ;f ~ ~ '  



Ends~__Mea_ns: Methods - Does A C o n v e n t i o n a l  O f f e n s i v e  i~ake Sense? 

Having e s t a b l i s h e d  e a r l i e r  t h a t  Hunt ing tc0n 's  p roposa l  has at  

i t s  c e n t e r  a v a l i d  p o l i t i c a l  o b j e c t i v e  ( though i t  i s  not  yet  

p o l i t i c a l l y  a c c e p t a b l e )  o f  d e t e r r e n c e  by c o n v e n t i o n a l  

r e t a l i a t i o n ,  I w i l l  now t u r n  ray a n a l y s i s  t o  m i l i t a r y  o b j e c t i v e s ,  

c a p a b i l i t i e s , a n d  o p e r a t i o n a l  concep ts .  H u n t i n g t o n  c o n f r o n t s  us 

w i t h  a host  o f  p o s s i b l e  m i l i t a r y  . : , b j e c t i v e s  f o r  h i s  p roposa l .  

B r i e f l y  s t a t e d  t hey  are t o :  I )  s t r e n g t h e n  d e t e r r e n c e  w i t h o u t  

e s c a l a t i o n ;  2) t h r e a t e n  Sov ie t  p o l i t i c a l  cc, n t r o l  i n  Eas te rn  

Europe; 3) c o n f r o n t  Sov ie t  f o r c e s  w i t h  u n c e r t a i n t y  r e q u i r i n g  them 

t o  be f l e x i b l e  and a d a p t a b l e ;  4) deny q u i c k  S o v i e t  v i c t o r y ;  5) 

ga in  t e r r i t o r y  i n  t he  East f o r  n e g o t i a t i o n ;  6) f o r c e  S o v i e t  

~ -  f o r c e s  to  a d e f e n s i v e  p o s t u r e  and d i s c o u r a g e  rnassing; and, 7) 

c o u n t e r  S o v i e t  t h r e a t s  o u t - o f - a r e a .  

These are c o h e r e n t ,  r easonah le  arid w o r t h y  m i l i t a r y  

o b j e c t i v e s .  However, as i de  from those  o f  g a i n i n g  t e r r i t o r y  and 

f o r c i n g  the  S o v i e t s  t o  defend, i t  i s  hard t o  deve lop  c r i t e r i a  fop 

measuring t h e i r  success.  I n  d e s c r i b i n g  h i s  o p e r a t i o n a l  concept 

o f  a prompt o f f e n s i v e  i n t o  Eas te rn  Europe, H u n t i n g t o n  p r o v i d e s  an 

example i n  which the  t a n g i b l e  goal would be t h e  c a p t u r e  o f  

s e v e r a l  c i t i e s .  But,  t h e r e  i s  no way t o  de te rm ine  whethe~ 

success i n  c a p t u r i n g  them would accompl i sh  t he  o b j e c t i v e s  shown 

above. Nor i s  t h e r e  any i n h e r e n t  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  i n  c a p t u r i n g  the  

c i t i e s  f o r  t h e i r  own sake. 

Hun t i r | g ton  has g i ven  us so r~any p o s s i b l e  c0b jec t ives  f o r  h i s  

proposed o f f e n s i v e  i t  has become i m p o s s i b l e  t o  de te rmine  what he 
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r e a l l y  wants t o  accomp l i sh .  Does he mean t o  de fea t  the  Sovie't  

army t h rough  a c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  defense on the  c e n t r a l  f r o n t  and a 

r e t a l i a t o r y  o f f e n s i v e  i n t o  Eas te rn  Europe? Or, i s  h i s  aim 

l i m i t e d  t o  i n f l i c t i n g  pa in ,  caus ing  some doub ts  and occupy ing  

some p iece  o f  enemy t e r r i t o r y  w i t h  a v iew towards  n e g o t i a t i o n ?  

S ince  he nowhere c l a i m s  t h e  former ,  i t  must be t h e  l a t t e r .  H is  

o b j e c t i v e  i s  a l i m i t e d  one. 

C l a u s e w i t z ,  ir ,  h i s  c h a p t e r  on the  l i m i t e d  aim i t ,  o f f ense ,  

c a u t i o n s  t h a t  t he  d e c i s i o n  t o  pursue t he  l i r~ l i ted air~1 t u r n s  .:,n 

whether  one can be su re  o f  h o l d i n g  i t~  whether  a temporary  

.occupat ion i s  wor th  t h e  c o s t  o f  the  o p e r a t i o n  i f  i t  cannot be 

he ld  and whether  t h e r e  i s  any r i s k  o f  be ing s t r o n g l y  

c o u n t e r a t t a c k e d .  He a l s o  c a u t i o n s  t h a t  an o f f e n s e  o f  t h i s  type  

r 

cannot a lways make up f o r  l o s s e s  e lsewhere  and t h a t ,  i f  not  o f  

overwhelming s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  such a p r o j e c t  w i l l  not  con~pel the  

enemy t o  g i ve  up h i s  own conques t . 4  In  h i s  c h a p t e r  or, the  

c u l m i n a t i n g  p o i n t  o f  a t t a c k ,  C lausew i t z  t e l l s  us t h a t  i f  t he  

a t t a c k  leads  t o  peace t h e  o b j e c t  w i l l  have been ob ta i ned  but t h a t  

s t r a t e g i c  a t t a c k s  which have led d i r e c t l y  t o  peace are the  

m i n o r i t y .  He conc ludes  t h a t  most s t r a t e g i c  a t t a c k s  end i n  

defense a w a i t i n g  peace and f a c i n g  a r e a c t i o n  t h a t  i s  u s u a l l y  much 

s t r o n g e r  tha~ t h a t  o f  t he  o r i g i n a l  a t t a c k .  5 As t o  Hunt i r ,  g t o n ' s  

p roposa l ,  i t  i s  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  t he  a l l i e s  cou ld  ho ld  any t e r r i t o r y  

gained f o r  l ong ;  t h a t  a temporary  ga in  would be wor th  the  c o s t ;  

t h a t  i t  would compel t he  S o v i e t s  t'o q u i t  t h e i r  conques t ;  or ,  t h a t  

i t  would lead d i r e c t l y  t o  peace. I t  i s  ° v i r t u a l l y  c e r t a i n  t o  



produce a s t r o n g  c o u n t e r a t t a c k .  In j ,~dging H u n t i n g t o n ' s  

o b j e c t i v e s ,  we do we l l  t o  remember t h a t  C lausew i t z  found the 

a t t a c k  the weaker and defense the s t r o n g e r  form ,_-,f war. He noted 

t h a t  i f  t h e r e  are enough f o r c e s  f o r  the  weaker form they  must 

s u r e l y  s u f f i c e  f o r  the s t r o n g e r .  He warned t h a t  every  s t r a t e g i c  

a t t a c k  ends in  a defense whose r e s u l t  would be determined by the  

c i r cums tances  which would be ve ry  f a v o r a b l e  when the enemy was 

destr,:,yed but very  d i f f i c u l t  o t h e r w i s e .  6 

By C l a u s e w i t z '  terms:  then,  s i nce  H u n t i n g t o n  seeks n e i t h e r  

t o  de fea t  the  enemy o r  t o  take and ho ld  s p e c i f i c  t e r r i t o r y ,  i t  

appears t h a t  what he proposes i s  not r e a l l y  a s t r a t e g i c  a t t a c k  o r  

o f f e n s i v e  at a l l  but ,  r a t h e r ,  a d i v e r s i o n  - "an a t t a c k  on enemy 

t e r r i t o r y  t h a t  draws o f f  the enemy f o r c e s  from the main 

o b j e c t i v e " . 7  He i s  r e a l l y  p ropos ing  an o f f e n s i v e  d i v e r s i o n  in  

the c o n t e x t  o f  a b roader  d e f e n s i v e  o p e r a t i o n .  Th i s  being the  

case, C lausew i t z  suggests  t h a t  in  a d i v e r s i o n  the  a t t a c k e r  must 

be sure  he has more t o  gain i n  the enemy's area than t o  lose in  

and t h a t  the s i z e  o f  the  d i v e r s i o n  not ~ too  h i s  o w n  l a rge  an 

o p e r a t i o n  because the l a r g e r  the enemy f o r c e  the  e a s i e r  h i s  

defense.  C lausew i t z  c a u t i o n s  t h a t  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  

d i v e r s i o n s  are r a r e .  He seems t o  cap tu re  H u n t i n g t o n ' s  r e a l  i n t e n t  

when he says t h a t  " t h e  more remote the  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  a great  

d e c i s i o n  in  a war, the more l e g i t i m a t e  i t  i s  t o  use d i v e r s i o n s  

but ,  o f  course,  the s m a l l e r  are the ga ins  one can expec t .  Such 

d i v e r s i o n s  are s imp ly  a means o f  s t i r r i n g  up a s i t u a t i o n . " 8  

I conclude t h i s  p o r t i o n  o f  the a n a l y s i s  w i th  the  o b s e r v a t i o n  

t h a t  H u n t i n g t o n ' s  m i l i t a r y  o b j e c t i v e s  are u n c l e a r ;  t h a t  he 
/ 
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appears not t o  have defeat  o f  the enemy in  mind; ~hat there  i s  

more to  lose than ga in ;  and, t h a t  h i s  d i v e r s i o n  probably has 

l i t t l e  chance except as a means o f  " s t i r r i n g  t h i n g s  up". Because 

h i s  o b j e c t i v e s  are vague, h i s  o p e r a t i o n a l  concepts are not c l e a r .  

His proposal  i s  sequen t i a l  but the sequence of  events and the 

c r i t e r i a  f o r  ~udging when to  end one event and begin another  are 

not prov ided.  Clear  measures o f  success are absent. Having 

labeled h i s  m i l i t a r y  ends as vague and h i s  method ques t ionab le ,  I 

r~ove now to  the rneans. 

Does Hunt ing ton r e a l i s t i c a l l y  p o r t r a y  the  c a p a b i l i t y  

requ i red  t o  conduct a s t r a t e g i c  o f f e n s i v e ?  For an answer, I 

turned t o  an a r t i c l e  by Ke i th  A. Dunn and W i l l i am  0. 

: ~taudenmaier,  both o f  the Uni ted S ta tes  Army War Col lege. They, 

u n l i k e  Hunt ington,  looked t o  the S o v i e t s '  second s t r a t e g i c  

echelon dep loy ing from the Western m i l i t a r y  d i s t r i c t s  and 

concluded t ha t  i f  the a l l i e d  s t r a t e g i c  o f f e n s i v e  cannot s u r v i v e  a 

coun te ra t t ack  by these fo rces  i t  w i l l  present an i r r i t a n t  but not 

a d e c i s i v e  use o f  m i l i t a r y  power. 

The Sov ie t s  have s i x t y - f i v e  d i v i s i o n s  in  the European 

TVD's which could be dedicated t o  the  second s t r a t e g i c  echelon. 

S ix teen  a d d i t i o n a l  d i v i s i o n s  from o t h e r  TVD's are a v a i l a b l e  as a 

s t r a t e g i c  reserve .  Dunn and Staudenmaier gamed H u n t i n g t o n ' s  

proposal .  A f t e r  assuming the most f a v o r a b l e  a l l i e d  

c i rcumstances,  they found t ha t  on D+21 the Warsaw Pact f o rces  

were at the Weser-Lecht R iver  l i n e  moving toward F rank fu r t  and 

NATO fo rces  were f i g h t i n g  f o r  Prague and Le ipz ig .  However, t o  
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ensure ~ Soviet breakthrough did not occur in the North and to 

ensure a successful NATO offensive ir, the South, thirty-one new 

NATO divisions were required ~uring the game. 9 This wo~-k by Dunn 

and Staudenmaier, even if adjusted for the possibility of 

s u b s t a n t i a l  e r r o r ,  demons t ra tes  the  g ross  inadequacy o f  

H u n t i n g t o n ' s  a n a l y s i s  o f  t he  c a p a b i l i t i e s  r e q u i r e d  t o  implement 

h i s  concept .  T h e i r  work demonst ra tes  t h e  c r i t i c a l  need f o r  

p r o p o s a l s  such as H u n t i n g t o n ' s  t o  be s u b j e c t e d  t o  d e t a i l e d  

o p e r a t i o n a l  l e v e l  e v a l u a t i o n .  H u n t i n g t o n ' s  f a i l u r e  t o  c o n s i d e r  

t he  S o v i e t  second s t r a t e g i c  eche lon  i n v a l i d a t e s  h i s  proposa l  on 

m i l i t a r y  grounds.  H is  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  an o f f e n s i v e  s t r a t e g y  

would improve d e t e r r e n c e  by f o r c i n g  t h e  S o v i e t s  i n t o  u n c e r t a i n t y  

~ or  t o  d i v e r t  o f f e n s i v e  f o r c e s  i s  v a l i d  o n l y  i f  t he  o f f e n s i v e  i s  

c r e d i b l e  r n i l i t a r i l y , ~ f ~ L t ~  can be d e c i s i v e .  As noted above, and 

as shown by t h e  Dunn and Staudenmaier  a n a l y s i s ,  H u n t i n g t o n ' s  

proposed o f f e n s i v e  appears t o  be a m a t t e r  o f  " s t i r r i n g  t h i n g s  up" 

more than  a d e c i s i v e  s t r a t e g i c  concept .  I f  NATO cou ld  produce 

t he  r e q u i r e d  a d d i t i o n a l  f o r c e s  f o r  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  o f f e n s i v e ,  

then i t  cou ld  p r o v i d e  a c ~ e d i b l e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  d e f e n s i v e  

d e t e r r e n t .  

The r e m a i n i n g  q u e s t i o n  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  t he  a n a l y s i s  i s  

whethe~ H u n t i n g t o n  adequa te l y  d i s c u s s e s  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  h i s  

p roposa l .  He p r o v i d e s  two s p e c i f i c  a l t e r n a t i v e s  - acqu iesce tO a 

weaker d e t e r r e n t  and c r e a t i o n  o f  a German n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n t .  He 

d i s m i s s e s  the  for~ner because o f  i t s  r i s k s  o f  i nc reased  Sov ie t  

i n f l u e n c e  and a l l i a n c e  t e n s i o n ;  the  l a t t e r  because o f  a lack  o f  
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p o l i t i c a l  f e a s i b i l i t y .  It: ~ -ea l i t y ,  H u n t i n g t o n  s i r , l p l y  r,lakes h i s  

p roposa l  look  b e t t e r  by cors~paring i t  w i t h  two o p t i o n s  t h a t  are as 

bad or  worse than  h i s  own. Whi le  r e j e c t i n g  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  ,:0f 

major c o n v e n t i o n a l  d e f e n s i v e  improvements due t o  budge ta ry  

problems and u n d e r s t a t i n g  t he  c o s t s  o f  h i s  own p r o p o s a l ,  

H u n t i n g t o n  f a i l s  t o  a n a l y z e  a host  o f  o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  

A l t e r n a t i v e  concep ts  f o r  i~,~plenlenting f l e x i b l e  response i n c l u d e  

French General G a l l o i s '  p roposa l  f o r  a European v e r s i o n  o f  r,~utual 

a~sured d e s t r u c t i o n  not  l i n k e d  to  U n i t e d  S t a t e s '  s t r a t e g i c  

f o r c e s ;  C o l i n  G r e y ' s  p roposa l  f o r  an i n f l e x i b l e  t a c t i c a l  n u c l e a r  

defense r, ot  l i n k e d  to  s t r a t e g i c  r e t a l i a t i o n  and a v a r i e t y  o f  

p roposa l s  f o r  d e n i a l  o f  v i c t o r y  us ing  c o n v e n t i o n a l  rneans. These 

l a t t e r  i n c l u d e  p r o p o s a l s  f o r  bo rde r  f o r t i f i c a t i o n s ,  urban defense 

and o t h e r  defense i n  depth concepts  and e n v i s i o n  the  use o f  

e x i s t i n g  or  i nc reased  NATO or  t e r r i t o r i a l  f o r c e s .  10 My purpose 

i s  not to0 d e t a i l  t hese  a l t e r n a t i v e s  here  but  r~erely t o  show t h a t  

H u n t i n g t o n  does not  adequa te l y  address t he  f u l l  range o f  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  h i s  p roposa l .  

A Net Assessment : 

In  t h i s  segment o f  my a n a l y s i s ,  I w i l l  b r i e f l y  d i s c u s s  t he  

c o s t s  and r i s k s  o f  H u n t i n g t o n ' s  p roposa l  and p o t e n t i a l  Sov ie t  

r e a c t i o n s  t o  i t .  As Dunn and Staudenmaier  show, the  l i k e l i h o o d  

o f  a d e c i s i v e  v i c t o r y  i s  smal l  and t h e  r , ~ i l i t a r y  c o s t s  are h igh .  

There would be fewer f o r c e s  f o r  de fense;  American and West German 

f o r c e s  in  Eas te rn  Europe r~ay c o m p l i c a t e  a l l i e d  use o f  n u c l e a r  

weapons; and, t h e r e  i s  a h igh  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  t he  a l l i e d  
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c, ffensive would be destroyed without striking a decisive blow. 

The pr,:,posal requires far greate~ f,_-,rces than suggested by 

Huntington and the political economic and demographic costs in 

raising the f,:,rces are, it, my opinion, not achievable. An 

atter,lpt to raise them will cause discord it, NATO and adverse 

p u b l i c  r e a c t i o n  Jr, i t s  merslber c o u n t r i e s .  Thus, t he  m i l i t a r y ,  

p o l i t i c a l  and economic c o s t s  and r i s k s  are h i g h  even i f  the  

S o v i e t s  do not r e a c t .  

L i k e l y  S o v i e t  r e a c t i o n s  r a i s e  the  cos ts  and r i s k s  t o  c l e a r l y  

unaccep tab le  l e v e l s .  Accot-ding to  Dan ie l  S. Papp, who analyzed 

p o t e n t i a l  S o v i e t  r e a c t i o n  t o  the  p roposa l ,  t he  S o v i e t s  are l i k e l y  

t o  respond p o l i t i c a l l y ,  d i p l o m a t i c a l l y  and m i l i t a r i l y  i n  a 

conce r ted  e f f o r t  t o  use t h e  p roposa l  as an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  f u r t h e r  

t h e i r  own p o s i t i o n .  I n  a l l ,  Papp sees n i n e  l i k e l y  responses,  

o n i y  one o f  which i s  f a v o r a b l e  t o  t he  s t r a t e g y .  The n i n e  a re :  

I )  a p o l i t i c a l - d i p l o m a t i c  campaign i n  the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  and 

Western Europe to  k i l l  t h e  s t r a t e g y  and to  d i v i d e  NATO - Europe 

from the  Un i ted  S t a t e s ,  European s t a t e s  from each o t h e r  and 

European p u b l i c s  from t h e i r  governments;  2) a p o l i t i c a l -  

d i p l o m a t i c  campaign i n  Eas te rn  Europe to  f o r c e  t h e  Pact c l o s e r  

t o g e t h e r  and j u s t i f y  s t r i c t e r  c o n t r o l s ;  3) a p o l i t i c a l -  

d i p l o m a t i c  campaign i n  t he  T h i r d  World to  s p l i t  t hose  n a t i o n s ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  China, from the  a l l i e s ;  4) w i t h h o l d i n g  f o r c e s  f~om 

t h e i r  a t t a c k  t o  r,leet t he  NATO o f f e n s i v e  as H u n t i n g t o n  hoped; 5) 

a d d i t i o n a l  advanced deplc, yr,lent o f  Sov ie t  f o r c e s  ir,  Eas te rn  

Europe; 6 )  inc~eased t e r r i t o r i a l  defense in  Eas te rn  Europe; 7) 
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strengthening the first echelon attack forces to ensure quicker 

success and complicate NATO decisions; 8) preparing static 

defenses to frustrate the NATO offensive; and, 9) using chemical 

a n d / o r  n u c l e a r  weapons a g a i n s t  t h e  NATO o f f e n s i v e  f o r c e s  when 

t h e y  mass. l l  

The a d d i t i o n a l  c o s t s  and r i s k s  f o r  NATO produced by a lmost  

any c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  the  above are h i g h  and, when added t o  the  

i n i t i a l  c o s t s  o f  a c h i e v i n g  t he  o f f e n s i v e  c a p a b i l i t y ,  would r e s u l t  

i n  a net r e d u c t i o n  in  NATO's a b i l i t y  t o  d e t e r  or  win  a war i n  

Europe. The c o s t s  arid r i s k s  are too  h i g h ,  t he  p roposa l  must be 

re  j ec t  ed. 

A Framework f o r  S t r a t e q ~  D e v e l o ~ m e n t _ ~ _ J ~ s t _ A n a ! ~ s i s ? :  

The framework proved a u s e f u l  t o o l  i n  a n a l y z i r | g  H u n t i n g t o n ' s  

p roposa l  and d e c i d i n g  t h a t  i t  does not  make sense as m i l i t a r y  

s t r a t e g y .  I n  l o o k i n g  at NATO and t h e  f l e x i b l e  response s t r a t e g y  

t h r o u g h  the  pr ism c.f the  framework, I was s t r u c k  w i t h  the  

impor tance  o f  t he  t h r e a t  ( e s p e c i a l l y  S o v i e t  i n t e n t i o n s )  arid by 

the  c o m p l e x i t y  o f  i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t he  p o l i t i c a l  c o n t e x t ,  t h e  

o p e r a t i o n a l  concept and t he  r e q u i r e d  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and o f  t h e i r  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  each o t h e r .  L i k e w i s e ,  i n  a n a l y z i n g  c o s t s  and 

r i s k s ,  I found i t  i m p e r a t i v e  t h a t  l i k e l y  enemy reac t ic0ns  be 

ana lyzed .  T h i s  i n c l u d e s  p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  r e a c t i o n s  and 

r e a c t i o n s  i n  both peacet ime and war t ime.  Only t hen  w i l l  t he  f u l l  

c o s t s  and r i s k s  become apparen t .  

The framework he lped focus  these  v iews.  But, i t  i s  not  

c l e a r  t h a t  the  framework copes w i t h  the  dynamics o f  t hese  
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r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w e l l  enough t o  ~ 'e ly  on i t  t,:, b u i l d  a s t r a t e g y .  The \ 
\ ,  

p o t e n t i a l  i s  t h e r e ;  b u t ~  a r,lc, r e  r o b u s t ~  rnc, P e  i n t e g r a t e d  a n d  m o p e  

s y n e r g i s t i c  f ramework  nlay be r, eeded. F i n a l l y ,  i n  l o o k i n g  a t  NATO 

i n  i t s  b r o a d e s t  sense,  I come, more and r,lore, tc, t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  

t h a t  t h e  NATO p rob lem i s  not  ,:,me ¢,f m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y ,  but a f a r  

more d i f f i c u l t  c, ne o f  whethe~ i t  i s  t i m e  t o  r e t h i r ,  k t h e  whole  

b a s i s  ,:,f t h e  a l l i a n c e  ( p o l i t i c a l :  economic ,  and n ~ i l i t a r y )  and t o  

see w h e t h e r  a new t r a n s - a t l a n t i c  b a r g a i n  s h o u l d  be s t r u c k .  The 

f ran lework l e a d s  us i n  t h a t  d i r e c t i , : , h  but  we may n o t  have t h e  

courage  t o  p roceed .  I t h i n k  we must i f  we a r e  t,-, a v o i d  a s l ow  

but s t e a d y  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  NATO t o  d e t e r  war and t o  

de fend  Europe.  
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